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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-40 are pending in this application and presented for examination. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 9/25/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

3. Applicant alleges it would not have been obvious to use a mobile device and 
requests findings or references to support such a conclusion. KSR forecloses the 
argument that a specific teaching, suggestion, or motivation is required to support a 
finding of obviousness. See the recent Board decision Ex parte Smith, --USPQ2d~, slip 
op. at 20, (Bd. Pat. App. & Interf. June 25, 2007) (citing KSR, 82 USPQ2d at 1396) 
(available at http://\AAAAA/.uspto.gov/web/offices/dcom/bpai/prec/fd071 925.pdf). 
Furthermore, Applicant requests findings for a "hand-held mobile device", but Applicant 
is reminded that "hand-held" only appears in the pre-amble and is not given weight. The 
body of the claim merely references "a mobile device" which may include systems such 
as a laptop. Clearly a laptop would be an obvious component of a networking 
environment as in Lenz, as laptops have been an integral part of the computer industry 
for many years. 

4. Applicant argues the equation of a comparison of versions with time information, 
stating that "a version of a particular software may be completely independent of the 
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time in which it was created." Examiner respectfully disagrees. Clearly an updated 
version of software will have been created at a time later than the previous version of 
the same software. 

Additionally, Applicant argues checking time values may indicate that a file has 
changed even if its version, if any, remains the same. Even assuming this is the case, it 
is noted that the features upon which applicant relies are not recited in the rejected 
claims. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

5. Applicant argues Lenz is not concerned with determining whether a user has 
changed client properties and retaining changes made to a properties file by a user. 
Examiner respectfully disagrees and points out that the user may set preferences, 
thereby overriding default preferences set by an administrator (Lenz: Col. 4, In. 1-10 
and 40-42) and may override an initial configuration of a system with a configuration 
that has been created by a user, thereby allowing the user to move to different systems 
and retain user preferences (Lenz: Col. 5, In. 8-16). 

6. Applicant's argument that the dependent claims are allowable due to the 
allowable nature of the independent claims is not persuasive, as the rejections of the 
independent claims have been maintained. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-5, 7-13, 15-17, 20-26, 28-31, and 33-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Lenz, U.S. Patent No. 6,029,196, in view of Official 
Notice. 

9. As to claim 1 , Lenz discloses a method for preserving hand-held mobile devices 
user settings, comprising: 

initiating ah enterprise application on a device (Col. 2, In. 66 - Col. 3, In. 12), and 
reading a client properties file from a device memory of the device into an application 
memory (Fig. 10; Fig. 11, items 1114 and 1105; memory is an inherent component of 
clients and servers operating in the networking environment of Lenz); 

receiving an updated properties file from a server in the device memory (Fig. 10, 
item 1006; Col. 5, In. 34-44) to determine whether the client properties have been 
changed by a user (Col. 4, In. 1-10 and 40-42); 

comparing time values of the updated properties file to time values of the client 
properties file in the application memory (Fig. 9; Col. 2, In. 12-22; a file version of the 
client's file and the file version of the server's file may be interpreted as time values, as 
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the "new files" relate to time in that an older file version precedes a newer file version in 
time); 

reconciling, based on the comparison, the client properties file and the updated 
properties file to yield a reconciled properties file (Fig. 10; Col. 1, In. 63 - Col. 2, In. 22; 
Col. 4, In. 1-10); and 

writing the reconciled properties file to the device memory (Fig. 10-11; Col. 5, In. 
34-44). 

Lenz does not explicitly disclose that the device is a mobile device. 

Official Notice is taken that mobile devices such as: laptops, mobile phones, 
PDAs, etc., were well known at the time of the invention. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Lenz with a well-known mobile device to improve 
mobility and flexibility. 

10. As to claim 8, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above. 
Additionally, Lenz discloses that the configurations and preferences are stored both on 
the central server and locally (Col. 5, In. 13-16) and retaining changes made to the 
client properties file by a user (Col. 4, In. 1-10 and 40-42; Col. 5, In. 8-16). 

11. As to claim 1 5, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above. 
Additionally, Lenz discloses that the client requests the configuration file (Fig. 10). 
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12. As to claims 22 and 35, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as 8 above. 

13. As to claim 28, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above. 

14. As to claim 2, Lenz discloses modifying the client properties file prior to receiving 
the updated properties file (Col. 4, In. 1-10 and 40-42), wherein time values of the 
updated properties file are compared to time values of the modified client properties file 
(Fig. 9; Col. 1, In. 63 - Col. 2, In. 22), and wherein the modified client properties file is 
reconciled with the updated properties file to yield the reconciled properties file (Fig. 10; 
Col. 1, In. 63 - Col. 2, In. 22; Col. 4, In. 1-10). 

15. As to claims 9, 16, 23, 29, and 36, the claims are rejected for the same reasons 
as claim 2 above. 

16. As to claims 3 and 13, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claim 15 
above. 

17. As to claim 5, Lenz discloses the client properties file and the updated properties 
file each contain a configuration of the enterprise application (Abstract, In. 14-17), and 
wherein the client properties file further contains the mobile device user settings (Fig. 
10; Col. 4, In. 1-10). 
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18. As to claims 18 and 31, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claim 5 
above. 

19. As to claims 7, 20, and 33, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claim 
1 above. 

20. As to claim 10, Lenz discloses the reading steps comprises: 
determining if the client properties file is in the client database (Fig. 10); 
reading the client properties file from the device memory in the client properties 

file is not in the client database (Fig. 10); 

copying the client properties file to the client database (Fig. 10); and 
deleting the client properties file from the device memory after the copying the 

step (Col. 5, In. 10-16). 

21 . As to claims 24 and 37, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claim 10 
above. 

22. As to claims 1 1 , 25, and 38, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as 
claim 1 above. 

23. As to claims 21 and 34, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 
above. 
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24. As to claim 4, Official Notice is taken that memory in a client is selected from the 
group consisting of a disk, a memory stick, and random access memory. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Lenz by using random access memory as this is 
well known in the art. Random access memory is used in clients to store information. 

25. As to claims 12, 17, 26, 30, and 39, the claims are rejected for the same reasons 
as claim 4 above. 

26. Claims 6, 19, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lenz, in view of Parkman et al. (Parkman), U.S. Publication No. 2003/0046375 A1. 

27. As to claim 6, Lenz discloses the invention substantially as in parent claim 1 , 
including the comparing step comprises comparing the updated properties file to the 
client properties file (Fig. 9; Col. 1, In. 63 - Col. 2, In. 22), but is silent on comparing 
dates. 

However, Parkman discloses comparing dates (Abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Lenz by comparing dates as taught by Parkman in 
order to ensure the most recent version of a configuration is implemented in a 
networking environment (Parkman: Abstract). 
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28. As to claims 19 and 32, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claim 6 
above. 

29. Claims 14, 27, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lenz, in view of Hesse et al. (Hesse), U.S. Patent No. 5,950,010. 

30. As to claim 14, Lenz discloses the invention substantially as in parent claim 8, 
but is silent on the client and server databases are DB2 databases. 

However, Hesse discloses that DB2 is a conventional means of implementing 
databases in a client/server environment (Col. 6, In. 9-16). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Lenz by using DB2 databases as taught by Hesse 
as this is a conventional and reliable means of implementing databases when desired 
for a client/server environment (Hesse: Col. 6, In. 9-16). 

31 . As to claims 27 and 40, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claim 14 
above. 

Conclusion 

32. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

33. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian P. Whipple whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1244. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri (8:30 AM to 5:00 PM EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on (571) 272-3913. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




